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Research Project Overview

« To identify what N management practices grower adopt
= Fertilizer — N budget; Leaf sampling; Split application
» Soil — Soil sampling; Organic amendments; Cover crops

= |rrigation — ET scheduling; Plant water stress; Soil sensors; DU

« To relate challenges with adoption of N management practices
» Tangible — Cost; Labor; Supplies
» [ntangible — Technical knowledge; Efficacy; Uncertainty

« To understand frequency and usefulness of information sources

= Farm direct — PCA/CCA and Peers/Neighbors

= Education — UCCE; WQC; NRCS; FREP; Industry associations



Winter 2017 and Spring 2018 Surveys

Winter 2017

565 growers participated in
the N San Joaquin Valley at
annual Water Quality

Coalition Meetings

WINTER 2017
CROP TYPE OF RESPONDENTS

W Stone fruit/ table
grapes
B Wine grapes

Spring 2018

389 growers participated in

B Nuts

in the Colusa Glenn

M Vegetables/ melons

B Row crops

subwatershed program using

M Raisin grapes

a mail survey

H Cotton



Preliminary Results | Winter 2017 Survey

“Do you use any of the following fertilizer, soil or irrigation practices?”

Total number of respondents reporting adoption/ non adoption of each practice

Cover Crop

Soil Mositure sensors to track water availability
ET-based irrigation scheduling

Check plant-water status to schedule irrig.

Test irrigation system for DU

Apply organic matter

N budget to determine fertilizer rates
In-season leaf sampling of plant-nutrient status
Split application of N fertilizer

Soil sample to measure residual N

200 300 400 500
Number of Total Respondents

B Scil Management

M irrigation management }— Adopted

Fertilizer management
Practice Not Adopted
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Preliminary Results | Winter 2017 Survey

“Do any of the following challenges hinder, discourage or
inhibit your implementation of these practices?”

Split App

Use N budget
Leaf Sample

N Management
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Cover Crop

Sample for Residual N
Compost/ Org. Matter

Soil Management

Plant Water Status

Soil Moisture Sensors

Irrigation Management

Dist. Uniformity

B Cost

M Labor

i Supplies

B Tech

M Efficacy

H Uncertainty




Preliminary Results | Winter 2017 Survey

“Do any of the following challenges hinder, discourage or
inhibit your implementation of these practices?”

H Cost
M Labor
B Supplies

H Tech

| Efficacy
I B Uncertainty

Nbudget to determine Soil sample to measure Test irrig. System for DU
fertilizer rates residual N
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Preliminary Results | Winter 2017 Survey

“Do you consider any of the following benefits when making decisions
about fertilizer, soil and irrigation practices?”

W Fertilizer
Management

H Soil
Management
M Irrigation
I Management
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Preliminary Results | Winter 2017 Survey

“Do you seek information on fertility management practices
from any of the following sources?”

il Growers operating
small parcels (0-50
acres)

H Growers operating
large parcels (51-250
acres)
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Familiarity Breeds Trust
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Preliminary Results | Spring 2018 Survey
Information Availability and Reliability

Rationale for regulations -

Goals of ILRP -

Extent of N impacts on water quality - Sufficient Information Available
Reliable Information Available

Direct benefits to farm -

Appropriate management practices -

25 50 75 100
Percent Growers in Agreement




Winter 2018 Survey

Los Banos
°
Madera
L]

Winter 2018

Fresno
[ ]

531 growers participated in

Coalinga
° ]

the S San Joaquin Valley at

(7) Kings River Watershed Coalition Authority {
(9) Kaweah Basin Water Quality Association &
(10) Tule Basin Water Quality Coalition

(11) Cawelo Water District Coalition

(12) Westside Water Quality Coalition

(13) Kern River Watershed Coalition Authority
(14) Buena Vista Coalition

N
0 20 40 80
W "‘% = Miles

annual Water Quality

Coalition Meetings




Preliminary Results | Winter 2018 Survey
Differences in Water Sources

I North San Joaquin Valley
[ South San Joaquin Valley
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Preliminary Results | What we have learned so far

Connection between irrigation practices and N management is
iImportant and needs more attention

 Uncertainty around practices is a significant barrier to
adoption that needs to be better understood

« Demand exists for outreach and extension around N
management practices, especially with emphasis on their on-
farm benefits

 Purpose, extent and goal of N regulations are insufficient or
not well-communicated leading to lower reliability
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Any Questions?
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